Introduction
A few years ago, the Dutch government devised a regulation providing a supplementary benefit for people who have to live on a minimum income. Every year since, the Ministry of Social Affairs conducted a large publicity campaign to inform the people concerned with this regulation. In 1984, a Dutch research institute investigated whether the 1983 campaign had been succesful (Nederlandse Stichting voor Statistiek, 1984). The results indicated that about 90% of those concerned were aware of the existence of the regulation. At first glance, this may seem a quite satisfactory result. Further analysis of the data revealed * however, that 44% of the respondents entitled to the benefit erroneously had not applied for it. They had not realized that they themselves were entitled to the benefit. Despite these outcomes, the Undersecretary for Social Affairs denied in the Dutch Parliament that this should be a serious problem, and even if so, he said, not very much could have been done about it: complex regulations inevitably entail complex information texts.
Stories like these can undoubtedly be told regarding most western welfare states. Substantial groups of citizens have only a global awareness of social laws and regulations, and do not know how to obtain the benefits they are entitled to. Usually, those people who need the benefits most, have the greatest problems understanding the regulations. This unbalanced distribution of 'bureaucratic competence' (Gordon 1975 ) discloses a paradox of welfare society: social legislation is meant to create sufficient well-being for everyone, but in fact it tends to favour only a relatively small group: those with sufficient bureaucratic competence (Bruinsma, 1980; Thomassen, 1981 , Jansen & Steehouder, 1984 . Of course, legal and bureaucratic language are not the only obstacles, but it seems clear that language plays a certain role in the many problems that arise in service-delivery po 1 i c ies.
In this paper we will sketch some aspects of the reform of legal and bureaucratic language in the Netherlands. We will also give an overview of some research on bureaucratic texts we are conducting at the moment. We will try to clarify the 1 problems people experience reading public documents, to find criteria for improvement of these documents, and to develop a design procedure for this kind of documents. At the end of our paper, we will draw some conclusions that hopefully will contribute to a fruitful discussion.
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The reform of legal and bureaucratic language in the Nether lands
In this paper, we will use the term legal texts (or legal language) to refer to those documents that form part of legislation: laws, regulations, wills, decrees etcetera. With the term bureaucratic texts (or language) on the other hand, we refer to documents which emanate from government agencies and which play a part in the execution of laws: brochures, leaflets, guidelines, forms and other explanatory materials issued by government agencies (cf. Charrow 1981).
Legal texts
How is the legal language problem dealt with in the Netherlands? To give an impression, we can, after Ruiter (1984) , make a distinction between the text of the law and the content of the law, analogous to the linguistic distinction between sianifiant and s i a m f i e . To clarify this distinction, Ruiter uses a technical metaphor. The text of the law can be compared with a technical specification of a new machine. The content of the law, in other words: the legal status (norms, rights and duties) created by it, can be regarded as a machine. Like in technology, a legal specification can never be more intelligible than the construction of the system allows for.
Should, then, legislation be simplified? With respect to this issue, two different tendencies can be observed in the Netherlands. On the one hand, the Dutch government has a policy to deregulate as much as possible. On the other hand, the increasing complexity of modern welfare society is inevitably leading to more, and more complex, regulation and legislation. As the ultimate result, especially in the field of social security, complexity of the content of legislation tends to increase rather than to decrease.
Given this increasing complexity of the content of the law, what can be done to improve, or at least not to diminish, the intelligibility of the text of the law? We must admit that in the Netherlands little attention has been paid to this issue. Most jurists, when writing about the subject, confine themselves to incidental observations and complaints, while Dutch linguists show hardly any interest at all in the mat ter.
The same goes for Dutch government. Not very much has been done to increase the intelligibility of legal texts. In 1984, true enough, a series of 153 directions for the technique of legislation was published, and the greater part of these directions concern the use of language (vocabulary, syntax, structure of the text). The main goal of this publication however, was to increase uniformitv and correctness. and not to increase intelligibility. The only directions which, indirectly, may affect intelligibility, are those against archaisms.
Civil servants involved in preparing law texts are not obliged to observe these directions, and there is no official or systematic control procedure to ensure that they do. In our opinion, the ultimate effect of the directions on the intelligibility of the law texts is close to nil. It is hard to tell whether these measures have any positive effect at all. We do not know of any Dutch research on the effect of linguistic training of civil servants on the quality of the bureaucratic texts they produce. But frankly, we are not very optimistic. Until now, the complaints about the language of the bureaucracy have not decreased. Perhaps, more time will have to pass before effects will be seen. But we think the work of professional communicators needs the support of linguistic theory and research.
Our contribution to the research conducted in this field so far concerns one specific type of bureaucratic texts, the m s t rue tiona1 bureaucratic text. To illustrate what we mean by this term, we return to the metaphor of the technical equipment. Information about technical equipment, directed to laymen, can be general explanatory information about the construction, the working and the main principles behind it; it can also consist of instructions on how to use the machine. By analogy, a distinction can be made between -explanatorv bureaucratic texts, giving information about the main principles of a law or regulation, and intended for those who are interested in the law 'per se' and the government policy behind it; and -instructlonal bureaucratic texts, informing readers about how they and their families stand in relation to the law or regulat ion.
,

The design of effective instructional texts
Instructional bureaucratic texts are the subject of our research. We focus on three main questions: 
-1 Problems in using instructional bureaucratic texts
The main goal of instructional bureaucratic texts in the field of social security is to help people to identify their rights and to obtain these rights. What problems can arise while people read such a text? To make an inventory, we need a model of the information-seeking behaviour of citizens. We use a provisional model, based upon the model Kern developed for the use of manuals during performance on the job site (Kern 1985 ). In our model, the information-seeking process consists of the following steps: None of the subjects dared to skip irrelevant text passages. Even when they realized that a certain passage was unconnected to the situation of Mr. De Vries, they could not decide to leave it unread.
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Sometimes subjects acted too late. When according to the text a certain action (for instance calculating a sum of money) would be appropriate, subjects often postponed such an action until they really could not proceed without the result of the action. At that time they did not remember exactly what to do, did not reread the relevant passage, and consequently made mistakes.
3
On other occasions, subjects acted too early. Sometimes they encountered a certain phrase in the text, thought that they understood exactly what was meant, and acted accordingly. Alas. Had they continued reading, they would have found that their hypothesis was not correct. For instance, one of our subjects read the phrase 'income', thought it meant 'total income of Mr. and Mrs. De Vries', calculated the sum and found out a few seconds later that she had worked in vain. In this particular r egu1at i on, on1y the income of the husband was relevant. To 'kick and rush' may be an adequate soccer strategy, in reading instructional texts it doesn't always work out very well.
Looking at an ordinary Dutch leaflet, such behaviour is not very surprising. The leaflets hardly give any indication that they are meant for solving concrete problems. They are supposed to function as instructional texts, but they are written as explanatory texts. We will confine ourselves to step 2 here; in this step the document designer is pre-eminently confronted with the problems in both legal and bureaucratic language.
Most writers of Dutch instructional bureaucratic texts seem to think that the content of such a text is essentially the same as that of the legal text on which it is based: general norms, rights and duties. Most bureaucratic texts can be characterized as more or less simplified descriptions of this legal status.
In our view however, it is better to think of the content of an instructional bureacratic text as a course of actions the intended readers have to perform (cf. Harris, 1983 ). An argument for this thesis can be found in reader behaviour.
Even when confronted with a text that has been written from an 'explanatory' point of view, readers try to 'translate' the information into actions (Flower, Hayes & Swarts 1983).
When the translating is done by the writer, the readers are freed from this extra cognitive burden and they can save their energy for the actual problem-solving process.
As a basis for an instructional bureaucratic text, the writer needs a detailed inventory of the actions the readers have to perform to solve their problem.
Step 2 in our procedure ('analysis of the content') can be specified as follows: starting with the legal text, infer what course of actions must be undertaken by the readers to answer their questions.
This asks for two different design activities: firstly, the individual reader actions must be deduced; secondly, the most effective and efficient order of these actions must be determined.
Deduction of reader actions
Frequently, the most important operations are verifications: the reader has to decide whether a given qualification applies to his or her situation ('Are you married?'). These verifications can be found in the text of the law in -conditionals: "If the person is married, and..... then. . . . " -definitions: "In this law a tenant is he who . -adjective phrases: "The benefit is granted to the tenant whose income ..."
In order to transform the original legal text into instructions for the reader, the first step to be taken is to identify all relevant conditions, and to rephrase them into simple questions. In practice the latter will not be a serious problem. Finding the conditionals, however, is often a much more difficult task. Two strategies can be applied: -A 'top down strategy': firstly, the essential steps must be identified, then each step must be split up into two or more substeps, and so on, until all conditionals are covered.
-A 'bottom up strategy': firstly, the different parts and sections of the legal text must be analysed and transformed into parts of the total course of actions; then they have to be 'pasted' together.
To ensure that all readers will be able to perform each individual action without great problems, it may be necessary to split up instructions into more detailed instructions, or to replace given instructions by new instructions which lead to the same results. For example, a question like: The course of actions now can be noted as follows:
Are you a man? ------YES ------> Are you under 25? ---YES ------} B NO NO --------------------------£ A
X '
Are you married?---YES -■ -----------------------------------C
I N O --------------------------------------------------------------> > D
It is important to realize that following this procedure does guarantee that none of the readers will have to answer a question that is irrelevant to his/her situation. In other words: this procedure produces the most effective course of actions to solve the problem of the reader.
However, there may be complications. In some cases it may be impossible to decide which question should be answered first, A very simple example is the following one: To decide then which of the two possible orders is the most efficient one, we need four figures. We need to know the probability that question A will be answered positively (pA), we need to know the possibility of a positive answer for B (pB), and we need to know the average amount of time it will take to answer question A and question B respectively (tA and tB) . -----1-
S maximum
In the same way, it can be shown that, given a (part of a) regulation of the form 'if A or B, then outcome C' the most efficient order of instructions begins with the instruction for which is true that: P r-is maximum.
Perhaps this procedure seems too difficult and too complex to be practical. Moreover, in many cases the exact values of p and t are unknown. However, it seems possible to construct more practicable guidelines on the basis of the principles underlying this procedure:
1 In many cases it is possible to make a fair estimation of the values of p and t; sometimes only ratios between values will be sufficient.
2 In those cases, simplified procedures and formulas can be used, with which the most efficient order can be approximated.
3 For more complex cases, it should not be hard to develop computer programs that will be helpful in doing the job.
To achieve a real improvement of bureaucratic instructional texts, we feel it is necessary to further develop procedures like those introduced here. On the one hand, they need further detailing and refining, on the other hand they need to be 'translated' into practical guidelines.
A final remark concerning the procedure for designing instructional bureaucratic texts. What holds true for every instructional type of text, holds true for this specific type too: the text can only be as simple as the complexity of the regulation allows for.
Transforming regulations into instructional texts is a task for specialists in the field of instruction. It is a wide spread misunderstanding, at least in our country, that any public relations officer or free lance journalist should be capable of producing bureaucratic texts that really help people to find out what their rights and duties are.
. Conclusions and perspectives
1 Citizens meet problems when they try to use bureaucratic texts to answer their questions. These problems are the result of an inadeqate, more or less global and anticipating reading strategy. This strategy seems to be provoked by the character of the text, which frequently is expository instead of instructional.
2 Bureaucratic texts intended to inform citizens about their rights and duties should be written as instructional texts. There is no reason why principles that are helpful for technical manuals and the like should not work in a bureaucratic setting.
3
The design of instructional bureaucratic texts is an expert job and should not be left to public relations officers or free lance journalists who have no special training in this kind of work.
4
For researchers the most important tasks at the moment seem to be : -to elaborate and test existing and new instructional text principles in order to apply them in the context of bureaucracy -to develop procedures for designing high-quality instructional bureaucratic texts.
